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February 13. 1995 
Mr. David Porter 
Southern Division, Naval Facilities Engineering Command 
2155 Eagle Drive, P.O. Box 10068 . 
Charleston. SC 29411-0088 

Ra: Draft Assembly Site 8 Investigation Plans, Naval Air Station Memphis, 
Millington Tannessee. ReRA FagJity Investigation, dated January 3,1995. 
TDSF" #79-719, cc 82 

DaarMr.Porter: 

The Tennessee DivisIon of Superfund (TDSF) Memphis Field Office (MFO) has 
reviewed the Draft Assembly Site B Inveatigatian Plans far the Navel Air Station 
Memphis.ite, received in this office on January S. 1995. The TOSF-MFO hav 
the following attached comments. 

Should you have any qUlllian. or concema regarding this review please call me 
at (901) 388-7958. 

SI"..,.ly. ~ 

a~~.p.~~ 
EnvlrarvnentaJ Project Manager 
Mamphil Field OffIce 
Temenee CIvilian of Superfund 

c: TDSF. NCO· Attn: Clint Waller, Director DSF. File 
108F. MFO. File 
David WiIlIarM 

United States Environmental Protection Agency 
Fec:lerai Faciliti .. Branch 
345 Courttand Strait. N. E. 
AUanta, GA 30365 
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Comments on
Craft Ass,mbIYSIt8 B Investigation Plans

Naval Air Stati~n_Memphis, Millington Tennessee,
RC~Fadlitylnvestigation

Janu~3;199S . .

Section 1. - General Comments:

, . ~pecul.tIV. pnrase8 8na Sliitemems 111 VII....u..." ur u•• 1"\, III"

inappropriatl and Ihould be deleted. (I.g. - The presence of TPH in the
sediment could bl attributable to ongoing training activities at these facilities.)

2. Given the follOWing facts:
1. There Ire docuinented historical releus into thesli ditches.
2. Some of the contaminant. released are volatile and are very mobile in
the lubstrat•..
3. The•• ditches are now and have received copious amounts of surface
water runoff. (i.e. - They arl wet weather conveyances.).

It Is TDee's opinion that the sampling strategy proposed here Is Insufficient.
Surface soiUsediment samples are adequate only for soil exposure potential and .
for attribution to surface water contaminatlon. This sampling strategy does not
address the potential for migration of historically released contaminants to
ground water.. TOee suggests that bl•• selected deeper soil/sediment samples
be obtained along with SUrfice lOll/sediment samples. not as a consequence of
"'glcn;AIt..~ lholll ~.,11 In ow.1'ca.:.o ..."..,1••.

Section 1. - Specific Comments:

1. Subsection 3.3, SWMU 10 - NorthSide Landfill, eastern Portion, pg 9.
Please elaborate as to the types of ashes referred to in the parentheses.

2. Subs8dlcn 4.3.1, Sedlmantlaoil Sampling, pg 15.
Add • sentence that states that deviation from proposed sampling

rationale will be docume~.

Section 2. - Specific Comments:

1. Subsection 4.3, Objectives of Proposed Field Investigation, pg 13.
AJj evidenced at SWMU 7, can OPT reliably andlor definitively rule out the

presence of tolvent type contaminatton? TDEC suggests rethinking this
assumption aa the sole bali. for cl8flning umpling parameters.
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2. Subsection 4.3.2, Sail BoringlMOnitoring Well Phase, PO 17.
See speeiflc~mment1 of this section.

3. Subsection 4.4, Expansion of Investigation, pg 19.
See general comment 2 under Section 1. Also, please elaborate on and

clarify the sentence "If physical evidence of contamination is observed......
Physical evidence of contaminants at ppm and ppb is hard to see. Old you
mean analytical evidence?

4. Subaect10n 5.5, Potential Receptors, page 23.
This comment's in reference to general comment 2 under Section 1.
There is no mention potential receptors via ground water pathway.


